Effects of price reframing tactics on consumer perceptions  by Shirai, Miyuri
Contents lists available at ScienceDirect
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services
journal homepage: www.elsevier.com/locate/jretconser
Eﬀects of price reframing tactics on consumer perceptions
Miyuri Shirai
Faculty of Business and Commerce, Keio University, 2-15-45 Mita, Minato-ku, Tokyo 108-8345, Japan
A R T I C L E I N F O
Keywords:
Price reframing
Temporal reframing of price
Unit pricing
Consumer perceptions
A B S T R A C T
This article compares the eﬀects of three pricing tactics—temporal reframing of prices (TRP), measure-based
unit pricing (UP), and usage-based UP—on various consumer perceptions. Although these tactics are similar as
they all reframe retail prices to a smaller amount, dissimilarity also exists as the respective units used for
calculating these reframed prices diﬀer. A laboratory experiment was performed to draw comparisons among
the three types in a context of print advertisement. The results suggest that usage-based UP provided the most
beneﬁcial information for consumers; however, the diﬀerences between usage-based UP and TRP were not
substantial.
1. Introduction
Price perception is one of the signiﬁcant determinants in consumer
purchasing decisions, and various pricing tactics have been developed
by both manufacturers and retailers to create more favorable price
perceptions from consumers (e.g., Carlson et al., 2007; Hardesty et al.,
2007). Among the variety of pricing tactics, temporal reframing of price
(TRP) and unit pricing (UP) are distinguishable from others because
they do not involve changes or reductions to retail prices but rather
simply reframe the prices into a diﬀerent form. TRP reframes the prices
as smaller amounts based on time units consumers use in everyday life,
such as “$1.68 a day” or “$11.68 a week.” UP typically reframes the
price per unit of weight or volume such as “$1.68 per liter.” Recently, a
diﬀerent type of UP, a so-called usage-based UP, which expresses the
price in cents or dollars per use (e.g., $1.68 per serving), has been
recognized by Kwortnik et al. (2006). These tactics provide additional
information regarding retail prices and allow consumers to consider
prices from diﬀerent aspects. Consequently, this process often prompts
consumers to form diﬀerent price perceptions and can therefore lead to
diﬀerent purchasing decisions.
Previous research appears to view TRP and UP as separate tactics as
they have been examined irrespective of each other. We speculate that
one reason for this is that the time spans studied have varied between
them. UP studies began in the United States when UP laws were
enacted in the 1970s and grocery retailers were required to display the
unit price on the item and/or shelf for all commodities (Isakson and
Maurizi, 1973; Monroe and Laplaca, 1972). At that time, there were
controversies over UP, such as whether consumers used unit-price
information when choosing brands or whether they actually did
purchase the lowest unit-priced items in a product class (e.g., Russo,
1977). Accordingly, the majority of early studies focused on these
issues. On the other hand, TRP has not been well researched until
recently. We presume this is because the tactic became widespread in
actual markets later than UP. Gourville (1998) conducted the ﬁrst
study that drew attention to TRP, performing an empirical analysis in
consumer behavior research.
In addition, the intended purpose of companies diﬀers between
TRP and UP. UP enables value-conscious consumers to compare
similar items based on unit-price information (Kwortnik et al., 2006;
Monroe and Laplaca, 1972). In contrast, the role of TRP is to induce a
more favorable price perception from consumers in the context of a
stand-alone decision context.
All TRP, measure-based UP, and usage-based UP are classiﬁed as
tactics of reframing retail prices. However, the information provided by
each tactic is not exactly the same because the units diﬀer between
them. Thus, investigating how consumers respond to them diﬀerently
appears to be an interesting topic for research, with certain research
questions arising. The following can be considered as some of the main
questions: which tactic generates the most favorable price perceptions
from consumers—TRP, measured-based UP, or usage-based UP? Do
consumers’ perceptions of quality and purchasing intentions of an
advertised product diﬀer among them? Does the extent to which
consumers perceive these tactics as useful actually diﬀer? Little
research has investigated these issues and these questions remain
unanswered. Therefore, the purpose of this article is to explore these
issues outlined. This kind of investigation is important because when a
company decides to advertise a reframed price in addition to a retail
price, they are likely to face a decision regarding which unit to use for
reframing. Thus, understanding the relationship between consumers’
responses and respective reframing tactics is meaningful, both practi-
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cally and theoretically. In the following sections, we review the
literature on TRP and UP. We then present our hypotheses and
describe our study and results. We then conclude with a discussion
of the ﬁndings and the implications of the study.
2. Theoretical background
2.1. Eﬀects of TRP
In this section, we review the studies that have focused on the
eﬀectiveness of TRP on consumer responses. Such studies do not have
a long history and only six in total have been reported to date. The
initial study by Gourville (1998) analyzed cases where a requested
donation amount was shown to participants either in a TRP form or as
an aggregate annual amount, by using a charitable donation scenario.
The results showed that TRP encouraged the retrieval of small daily
expenses (e.g., coﬀee, lunch, taxi fare) as a standard of comparison, and
this comparison aﬀected consumers’ judgments. Consequently, the
likelihood of donation was higher when it was presented in the TRP
form than the aggregate annual amount. This phenomenon was
observed when the amount of TRP was small (i.e., $1 per day).
The second study by Gourville (1999) compared products that are
consumed on an ongoing basis (e.g., one year's cellular phone service)
and on a lump-sum basis (e.g., a round-trip airline ticket). Another
comparison examined whether encouraging explicit comparison, by
presenting a petty cash expense (i.e., a morning coﬀee or afternoon
snack), with TRP improved consumers’ evaluations. The results
showed that TRP increased the perceived value of the products
consumed on an ongoing basis rather than on a lump-sum basis.
Moreover, encouraging an explicit comparison by consumers did not
add much value to TRP since TRP itself was suﬃcient for prompting
the consideration and acceptance of petty cash expenses.
The third study by Gourville (2003) compared three forms (per-day,
per-month, and aggregate) for various transactions. The results con-
ﬁrmed that the preferences for TRP were observed both in the per-day
and per-month forms, when the amounts of TRP were small (i.e., $4 or
less per day).
Subsequently, Bambauer-Sachse and Mangold (2009) scrutinized
the eﬀects of TRP, from both a positive and negative perspective. The
results revealed that while TRP generated higher perceived price
attractiveness, it also produced two negative consumer perceptions.
These were a higher perceived complexity of the price structure and a
greater feeling of being manipulated. In addition, the positive eﬀect
was weaker than the negative eﬀect and this resulted in lower product
evaluation.
The study by Bambauer-Sachse and Grewal (2011) conﬁrmed the
existence of four moderating variables of price endings (even vs. odd),
price levels (high vs. low), time periods of aggregate price (short vs.
long), and consumers’ calculation aﬃnity (high vs. low). Their analysis
revealed that perceived price attractiveness, product evaluation, and
purchase intention were higher and the feeling of being misled was
lower when TRP was demonstrated in even price endings and used for
higher prices, shorter periods, and among consumers with low
calculation aﬃnities.
The approach taken by the most recent study, conducted by Shirai
in 2012, diﬀers somewhat from previous studies. Those previous
studies examined the eﬀectiveness of TRP in the context of no
aggregate price being presented with TRP. Regardless of the absence
of TRP, the price consumers actually pay (i.e., the aggregate price)
remained unchanged. Thus, the actual price needed to be shown to
consumers, with the TRP displayed as additional information.
Otherwise, consumers may feel irritated by not being informed of the
actual price. Considering this issue, Shirai (2012) compared three
forms: an aggregate price only, an aggregate price with TRP, and TRP
only. The results revealed that the aggregate price with TRP evoked
more favorable price perceptions and purchase intentions than the TRP
only form. In addition, compared with the TRP only form, it reduced
the negative perceptions that were found by Bambauer-Sachse and
Mangold (2009). Furthermore, TRP was found to be eﬀective, not only
for services but also for tangible products with relatively high prices
that are used for long periods (i.e., laptop computers).
In summary, the use of TRP reduces consumers’ perceptions of
sacriﬁcing income on expenses when reframed prices are relatively
small. Displaying a TRP with the actual aggregate price induces higher
credibility and reduces negative inference for consumers, more so than
when the TRP only is displayed.
2.2. Eﬀects of UP
Early studies regarding UP have mainly focused on investigating
whether consumers made use of measure-based UP information. The
results have been conclusive. Block et al. (1971–1972) used weekly
sales data from supermarket grocery products and analyzed whether
there was a signiﬁcant relationship between unit price and sales
volume, in other words, whether the items with the lowest UP had
the highest sales volume. However, they found no such relationship
existed. In addition, there was no carryover eﬀect of UP after the UP
information was removed from the shelf.
Monroe and Laplaca (1972) summarized UP statistics reported by
eight organizations and concluded that the shift toward lower unit-
priced products was observed in only some of the studies. In addition,
UP users had a tendency to be highly educated, professional, aged
under 40, earned a good income, and lived in the inner-city (as opposed
to suburbia). UP users were also found to be middle-income and high-
income consumers and not low-income consumers (Isakson and
Maurizi, 1973).
The eﬀects of UP on consumer choice regarding diﬀerent package
size were examined by Granger and Billson (1972). They found that
consumer choice was clearly inﬂuenced by UP information and
conﬁrmed a signiﬁcant shift toward the best value size.
The next two studies examined UP eﬀect by asking consumers to
purchase the most economical brand and size. Performing a ﬁeld
experiment in supermarkets, Houston (1972) found that displaying
both actual price and UP led to participants choosing the lowest UP
items. Gatewood and Perloﬀ (1973) conducted an experiment in a
hypothetical supermarket setting and conﬁrmed that presenting UP
helped consumers to make better choices in a shorter time.
The following two studies investigated display formats. Russo et al.
(1975) developed a new single list of all brand/sizes and unit prices.
Two study periods were compared: one in which unit prices were
displayed on separate shelf tags and the other in which prices were
displayed in a list. As expected, it was observed that the higher the
market share, the lower the unit price when the list was provided.
Moreover, the mean price per unit actually purchased also decreased.
Russo (1977) expanded on the work conducted by Russo et al. (1975)
by including a period in which no unit price was displayed. The results
revealed that the mean price per unit purchased decreased by 1% when
unit prices were displayed on shelf tags and decreased by 2% when a
list of prices was displayed.
Miyazaki et al. (2000) have examined the prominence of unit price
in consumer consciousness. A ﬁeld study was conducted to compare
two grocery chains where one presents unit prices more prominently
than the other. They found that the prominence of UP positively
aﬀected awareness of consumers who were relatively unaware of the
prices. Another experiment conducted in this study conﬁrmed that
prominent unit prices led shoppers to purchase lower priced items.
Finally, Kwortnik et al. (2006) performed the ﬁrst study that
focused on usage-based UP. They argued that there were product
categories for which measure-based UP might confuse consumers (e.g.,
cereals, snack foods, dietary supplements). In those categories, pro-
ducts are available in diﬀerent serving size and portions. For example,
some products are priced based on weight while others are priced
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based on volume. In this case, usage-based UP can help consumers
make more informed consumption choices since it displays actual costs
per usage. They examined a case where usage-based UP determined
product value and found that measure-based UP reduced consumers’
ability to ﬁnd products with lower usage-based unit prices.
In summary, consumer use of UP depends on both the way it is
presented and consumers’ characteristics. Further research is needed
to examine consumers’ perception of UP information. In addition, it is
worth noting that all the previous studies analyzed consumer use of UP
information in an in-store setting; thus, analysis conducted in the
context of a single product being considered would prove interesting.
2.3. Hypotheses development
This study focuses on the issues unexplored in previous studies.
More speciﬁcally, we examine how the eﬀects of TRP, usage-based UP,
and measure-based UP on consumers’ perceptions diﬀer. We chose a
product that is used over a certain period and a context where the
product is presented in isolation: in an advertisement. For such a
product, consumers may think of its retail price in relation to the
period in which they plan to use it. For example, when consumers
observe and consider the retail price of a digital camera, they may
transform the retail price to a new price by calculating the expected
usage period with a thought such as “This digital camera costs $180.
Since I plan to use it for three years, it means the cost is equivalent to
$60 per year.” This calculated price is then used to judge the
acceptance of the retail price. We posit that TRP is well matched to
this type of thinking because it provides information similar to the
calculated price (e.g., cost per day). Thus, consumers may have a
preference for it if TRP is presented as additional sales information, as
they then do not have to conduct their own calculations.
Usage-based UP is considered to match well with consumers’
thoughts about their daily consumption. Consumers often think about
the frequency of their consumption regarding a certain product, such as
how many loads of washing they can get from one container of laundry
detergent or how long one container of detergent lasts based on the
number of times they do the laundry in one week. These consumers
may wish to know more information, such as the price per-use;
however, calculating such a price can be a complicated task if its
devisor is a high number. Owing to this reason, many consumers are
likely to avoid attempting such a calculation. We posit that usage-based
UP ﬁts with these types of consumers’ daily consumption thoughts
since its reframed price is also based on the usage time (e.g., cost per
usage). Accordingly, if this UP is presented as additional sales
information, we can presume consumers would appreciate and use
the information in their evaluations.
We expect that the information provided by usage-based UP would
be more beneﬁcial for consumers than TRP because usage-based UP is
more aligned with the thoughts generated by consumers during
shopping and consumption. TRP is somewhat more abstract since
products are not necessarily consumed with the same timing as that
speciﬁed in the TRP. For example, although retail prices are expressed
in TRP forms, such as per-day prices, consumers might not consume
the advertised product every day. Needless to say, rate of consumption
and occasion diﬀers among consumers.
Measure-based UP is also expected to be beneﬁcial for consumers.
Of the three tactics, it provides the clearest information as it simply
indicates the price based on the smallest unit of weight (e.g., cost per
gram). TRP and usage-based UP contain some ambiguity because they
are associated with variables to consumers’ consumption, as indicated
above. In this regard, measure-based UP is more credible. However, in
terms of consumers’ preference, it is expected that it would be rated the
lowest because most consumers don't use this kind of information in
their everyday lives. The smallest unit may mean something to
consumers with certain knowledge, but not most consumers.
Consequently, in terms of preference, we propose that consumers
evaluate usage-based UP the highest, TRP the second highest, and
measure-based UP the lowest. We also presume impacts of the three
tactics on price perception and purchase intention of an advertised
product would be rated similarly, because consumers are more likely to
use information they consider valuable in such related judgments.
Previous studies found that TRP generated favorable price perception
and purchase intention of an advertised product (e.g., Bambauer-
Sachse and Mangold, 2009). We expect these eﬀects would also be
observed with usage-based and measure-based UPs. Considering the
perception of product quality, Shirai (2012) demonstrated that TRP
had no inﬂuence. Given this ﬁnding, we expect that the three tactics
would not diﬀer in terms of quality perception. On the basis of the
reasoning above, we propose the following hypotheses:
H1. In terms of preference, consumers’ evaluations for usage-based UP
would be considered the highest, TRP the second, and measure-based
UP the lowest.
H2. Consumers’ price perception and purchase intention of products
for usage-based UP would be the most favorable, TRP the second, and
measure-based UP the least.
H3. Consumers’ quality perception of products does not diﬀer among
usage-based UP, TRP, and measure-based UP.
3. Method
3.1. Design and stimulus
In order to test the hypotheses, we conducted a controlled experi-
mental method. The product category used in the experiment was
based on the following criteria: that the product's retail price could be
expressed in the form of TRP, usage-based UP, and measure-based UP.
This means that the product is usually consumed frequently over a
certain period, and its price is related to volume. Since students were
the participants in this study, additional criteria were required, such as
participants being somewhat familiar with the product and both males
and females being potential customers. On the basis of these criteria,
tea leaves packed in tin boxes was selected as the product category.
The experiment involved a 2 (retail price)×4 (reframed price form)
between-subjects design. These two factors were manipulated in the
print advertisement of a product so that eight diﬀerent advertisements
were created. We presume that the level of retail price does not
inﬂuence the eﬀects of the reframed price form. However, in order to
conﬁrm this, it was included as a factor. The level of retail price was
administered at two levels: high and low. To determine these levels, we
searched several internet shopping sites that specialized in tea leaves.
As the tea prices depended on volume, we targeted a common size of
100 g (grams). The gram is a typical unit of weight for tea leaves in
Japan. The price of 100 g of tea leaves from famous tea-producing
regions varied between JPY 500 and JPY 3500 (USD 1≅JPY 100). On
the basis of this data, the retail price of JPY 3500 was selected as the
high-price condition and JPY 500 for the low-price condition. To avoid
price-ending eﬀects, both prices were set to end in “500.” A pretest was
then conducted (n=12) to check whether these levels would produce
appropriate price perceptions from consumers, using a scale of “1=very
expensive” to “5=very inexpensive.” The results showed that these two
levels worked eﬀectively (Mhigh=1.67, Mlow=3.83, z =−3.09, p < .01).
The four levels of reframed price form were a measure-based UP
form, a usage-based UP form, a TRP form, and a control. While the ﬁrst
three forms presented an assigned reframed price in the advertisement,
the control condition showed no such pricing information. The
monetary amounts of the three reframed prices were set to be equal
to avoid a size eﬀect. We set 100 g of tea leaves to be equivalent to 50
cups because a single cup of tea typically uses around 2 g of tea leaves.
Thus, dividing by 50 cups, the retail price was converted into JPY 70
per cup, or per 2 g, for the high-price condition (JPY 3500) and JPY 10
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per cup, or per 2 g, for the low-price condition (JPY 500).
Subsequently, we displayed a reframed price as per 2 g with the
phrase “Only JPY __ per 2 g” for the measure-based UP form. Note
that we used 2 g instead of 1 g for the unit because the amount of
reframed price for all three conditions needed to be equal. If 1 g was
chosen, its reframed price would become a half of the reframed prices
of the two other forms. For the usage-based UP form, we deﬁned the
usage rate as one cup of tea and showed the phrase “Only JPY__ per
cup.” For the TRP form, we adopted a per-day form (i.e., JPY__ per
day) since the time taken to consume a 100 g box of tea leaves is not
very long. The per-day form was found to be favored over the per-
month (Gourville, 2003). We also showed an expression right after the
pricing phrase such as “if you drink a cup of tea every day.”.
All advertisements showed the headline “Tea leaves at the tea
specialty shop” and a brief product description, such as “Enjoy the ﬁne
scent and deep ﬂavor of our carefully selected tea leaves. We use a good
assortment of high-quality leaves from various tea-growing areas such
as Ceylon, Assam, Darjeeling, Nilgiri, and so on.” Information about
the product size was also provided: “We oﬀer these leaves in 100 g tin
boxes. The amount of leaves typically consumed is about 2 g per cup.”
No existing brand name was used to avoid any brand-preference eﬀect.
Finally, the advertisements showed an assigned retail price and a
phrase outlining the reframed price.
3.2. Subjects and procedures
In all, 201 college students participated in this study in exchange
for extra credits. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the
eight experimental groups via the questionnaires, which were also
randomized. The number of participants in each group ranged from 24
to 27.
Questionnaire administration was by paper and pencil and was
conducted in a classroom setting. A scenario approach was adopted in
the questionnaires. Participants were asked to imagine that they
enjoyed making and drinking black tea at home and were instructed
to think about purchasing new tea leaves. They were then asked to
imagine they had seen the advertisement for tea leaves from a tea
specialty shop while browsing through the newspaper at home. After
reading the scenario, participants were presented with an advertise-
ment containing a brief description of the product's features and prices.
After reviewing the advertisement, participants were then asked to
assess the advertisement using several measures.
3.3. Measures
All items were measured on a seven-point rating scale from 1 to 7.
At ﬁrst, participants were required to respond to the questions
regarding the advertised product: price perception (“very expensive/
very inexpensive,” “not at all attractive/extremely attractive”), quality
perception (“very bad/very good,” “very unreliable/very reliable”), and
purchase intention (“not at all likely/very likely”). These scales were
derived from previous studies (e.g., Bambauer-Sachse and Grewal,
2011; Bornemann and Homburg 2011). The two items for price
perception and quality perception were averaged respectively to form
an overall index (r=.84, p < .0001 for price perception, r=.68, p < .0001
for quality perception). Next, those participants assigned to one of the
three reframed price forms were asked to evaluate the observed price
by way of the following ﬁve preference-related items: usability (“not
very usable/very usable”), likability (“dislike very much/like very
much”), understandability (“very diﬃcult to understand/very easy to
understand”), attractiveness of price (“not very attractive/very attrac-
tive”), and inexpensiveness (“does not make the price look more
inexpensive/makes the price look more inexpensive”).
4. Results
First, H1 was tested. We analyzed the ﬁve items regarding the
reframed price. Since these items showed a high internal consistency
(α=.9), we used the average value as an overall preference index.
Table 1 outlines the means of each treatment condition. The means of
preference were 5.28 for the usage-based UP form, 4.99 for the TRP
form, and 4.41 for the measure-based UP form. The results of two-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed the main eﬀect of the reframed
price (F (2, 195)=4.5, p < .05) and Tukey tests indicated that the usage-
based UP form had a higher mean than the measure-based UP form (p
< .05).
Since the mean overall preference index between usage-based UP
and TRP forms did not diﬀer, we subsequently performed a follow-up
ANOVA for each of the ﬁve items separately, in order to scrutinize the
evaluations in detail. The main eﬀect of reframed price form was
observed for likability (F (2, 195)=4.88, p < .01), understandability (F
(2, 195)=10.73, p < .0001), and inexpensiveness (F (2, 195)=3.63, p
< .05). Tukey tests indicated that the usage-based UP form received
higher scores on likability and understandability compared with the
other two forms (likability: Musage=4.96, MTRP=4.22,
Mmeasure=3.92; understandability: Musage=6.04, MTRP=5.23,
Mmeasure=4.63). Scores for the inexpensiveness of the usage-based
UP and TRP forms did not diﬀer, but they were higher than the
measure-based UP form (Musage=5.32, MTRP=5.32,
Mmeasure=4.48). Since scores of the usage-based UP form for
likability and understandability were found to be higher than the
TRP form, the usage-based UP tended to be favored more than the TRP
form. The measure-based UP form was favored the least. We therefore
conclude that H1 is partially supported.
Next, we analyzed evaluations regarding the advertised product to
test H2 and H3. Table 2 outlines each treatment condition. We
conducted two-way ANOVAs for each variable, and observed signiﬁcant
main eﬀects of reframed price form for the two variables. For price
perception (F (3, 193)=5.85, p < .001), Tukey tests indicated that the
means of the usage-based UP and TRP forms were higher than in the
control condition, and the mean of the TRP form scored higher than
the measure-based UP form (Musage=4.65, MTRP=4.74,
Mmeasure=4.11, Mcontrol=3.88, all ps < .05). For purchase intention
(F (3, 193)=6.95, p < .001), Tukey tests indicated that the TRP and
usage-based UP forms had signiﬁcantly higher means than the
measure-based UP form and the control condition (Musage=4.98,
MTRP=4.94, Mmeasure=4.31, Mcontrol=4.06, all ps < .05). Although
the measure-based UP form had the lowest means, no diﬀerences were
observed between the usage-based UP and TRP forms. Therefore, we
Table 1
Means of evaluations on the reframed price.
Retail
price
Measure-
basedUP form
Usage-
basedUP form
TRP
form
Overall preference High 4.68 4.98 5.38
Low 4.12 4.99 5.17
Usability High 5.15 5.38 5.20
Low 4.16 4.88 5.16
Likeability High 4.00 5.19 4.24
Low 3.84 4.71 4.20
Understandability High 4.81 6.15 5.24
Low 4.44 5.92 5.24
Attractiveness of price High 4.67 5.00 5.00
Low 4.00 4.83 4.96
Inexpensiveness High 4.78 5.15 5.24
Low 4.16 5.50 5.40
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conclude that H2 is partially supported. Furthermore, consistent with
H3, no main eﬀect was observed on quality perception.
As expected, no signiﬁcant interaction eﬀect was observed between
the retail price and the reframed price form on any dependent
variables. Thus, the eﬀects of reframed price form were conﬁrmed to
be independent from the level of retail price. We also report that the
main eﬀect of price was evident for price perception (F (1, 193)=42.64,
p < .0001), purchase intention (F (1, 193)=8.83, p < .01), and quality
perception (F (1, 193)=8.3, p < .01); the high-price condition generated
negative price perception, lower purchase intention, and higher quality
perception.
5. Discussion and conclusions
This article is the ﬁrst of its kind to compare these three pricing
tactics: usage-based UP, measure-based UP, and TRP. Although these
are categorized as price reframing tactics that allow consumers to view
retail prices from diﬀerent aspects, previous research has not focused
on investigating how consumers’ responses vary among them. Also,
research on UP is still limited, such that only very minimal research has
investigated consumers’ evaluations or attitudes regarding UP, and the
diﬀerences in consumers’ evaluations between measure- and usage-
based UPs. Thus, further research was needed and this article analyzed
these outstanding issues.
The results from the experiment revealed the following. Usage-
based UP was evaluated as being the best as it was considered the most
understandable and preferential, compared with TRP and measure-
based UP. The scores for the ability of making retail prices more
attractive, purchase intention, and price perception were indiﬀerent
between usage-based UP and TRP, but these scores were higher than
for measure-based UP. Thus, we conclude that usage-based UP
provides the most beneﬁcial information to consumers; however, the
diﬀerences between usage-based UP and TRP are not very large.
Usage-based UP is closest to the thoughts consumers generate in
everyday life and it seems to ﬁt this type of consumers’ way of thinking
fairly well. This is why it was preferred the most. Beneﬁts of measure-
based UP were conﬁrmed not to be high and its eﬀects were similar to
the scenario in which no reframed price information was provided.
This suggests that it should not be used in a stand-alone decision
context as it works more eﬀectively in an in-store context that allows
consumers to compare the unit prices of similar products.
This article sheds light on how the reframing of retail prices can
aﬀect consumers’ evaluations. More interestingly, there seem to be at
least two tactics (TRP and usage-based UP) that can improve con-
sumers’ price perceptions and purchase intentions without changing
the level of retail price and quality. Presenting these reframed prices as
additional information regarding the retail price prompts consumers to
consider the prices from a diﬀerent aspect and adjust their perceptions.
Gourville (1998) showed that TRP played this role, and this article
found usage-based UP to be another powerful tool.
This ﬁnding has some practical implications for retailers and
manufacturers. The role of measure-based UP seems to be just to
make consumers’ price comparisons easier among similar products.
However, consumers may prefer not to receive such information
because they feel reluctant to expend time and eﬀort making compar-
isons. This information itself does not generate any beneﬁcial informa-
tion unless there is the opportunity to compare it with similar products.
In addition, the task of comparing measure-based unit prices can be
complicated because consumers probably look at retail prices simulta-
neously to make sure how much each product costs. Accordingly, for
those consumers wishing to quickly obtain more additional informa-
tion regarding retail prices without comparing products, usage-based
UP may be suitable as this information relates to actual consumption.
What is more, this information may make consumers pay more
attention to usage times or consumption speed, which in turn might
reduce their level of price consciousness. In addition to usage-based UP
information, providing information such as the usage count of a
product may give more credibility to the UP information. Kwortnik
et al. (2006) found that there was an interactive eﬀect of usage-based
UP and information regarding the number of uses (per washing load)
on the accuracy of consumers’ value assessments of laundry detergent
brands. Thus, it can be suggested that retailers and manufacturers
would beneﬁt from paying more attention to this type of UP.
The current research also had several limitations that need to be
emphasized in future research. First, consumer usage rates should be
included in the analyses. Consumers who use the target product every
day might ﬁnd TRP information more beneﬁcial because their usage
rate matches the TRP. In contrast, consumers who only occasionally
consume the product may ﬁnd it more diﬃcult to use TRP because they
do not view product price in that way. Thus, drawing comparisons
between heavy and light users would be an interesting area of research.
Second, diﬀerent packaging types could be included in the analyses
(e.g., bagged tea for tea leaves) as they may inﬂuence consumers’
preferences for TRP or UP. Packaging types might also depend on the
way consumers use products. Some consumers may prefer to use tea
bags, whereas others may prefer loose tea leaves. Third, further
research comparing consumers with high and low product knowledge
would be valuable. Expert consumers are known to process information
diﬀerently (e.g., Sujan, 1985), and as such, may provide diﬀerent
responses toward pricing tactics. Fourth, eﬀects of the TRP, usage-
based UP, and measure-based UP should be investigated during sales
when product prices are discounted. Many studies have indicated that
price discounting inﬂuences consumers’ purchasing behaviors (e.g.,
Anderson and Simester, 2004; Blattberg and Neslin, 1989; Cotton and
Emerson, 1978). If product prices are discounted, consumers’ use of
the pricing tactics may diﬀer. Neither TRP nor UP have ever been
investigated under these conditions. Fifth, other product classes should
be targeted. The present study only considered tea leaves. Other
products to which all three types of pricing tactics may potentially be
applied are laundry detergent, coﬀee, cosmetics, and so on. Finally, the
present study design did not replicate the real world in all aspects;
therefore, ﬁeld experiments would be necessary to conﬁrm the results.
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